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CHAPTER I

Problem

A follow-up study of all Indiana University at South

Bend (I,U.S.B.) graduates from 1967 through 1971 was con-

ducted by DuVall (1972). His study "was intended to be

a beginning in the collection and dissemination of know-

ledge concerning the unique character of I.U.S.B.'s grad-

uates [p. 2] ." The present study was a continuation of

this intent with a concentration on the graduates of the

Division of Education. The evaluation of instruction

component included in the earlier study was expanded con-

siderably for the present study.

Specific Objectives

Specific objectives for the present study were to col-

lect general background information from all persons who had

received degrees through I.U.S.B.'s Division of Education

during the years 1967 through 1972 and to obtain anevalu-

ation of the Division's teacher education program from

these same persons. The Division teacher education program

included four degree areas: undergraduate elementary edu-

cation, undergraduate secondary education, graduate ele-

mentary education, and graduate special education.

Evaluation of several aspects of the teacher education

program was included in the present study. These aspects

1
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includd the instruction and program advising these grad-

uates had received while taking courses in the I.U.S.B.

Division of Education. Also included in this evaluation

were various components of the undergraduate teacher edu-

cation program; specifically: introductory courses Intro-

duction to Teaching (F100) and Human Development and Learn-

ing (P280), methods courses, field experiences other than

student teaching, and student teaching. Student teaching

was evaluated on four points: adequacy of professional

preparation, university supervisor, supervising teacher,

and the appropriateness of the school situation. The

respondents were asked to rate each of these aspects of the

teacher education program as outstanding, good, fair,

or poor.

kzalheses

It was hypothesized that there would be no differ-

ence in she distribution of respondents among the ratings:

outstanding, good, and fair and poor combined, for each

aspect of the teacher education program.
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CHAPTER II

Method

Design

Instrument. The instrument (Appendix A) and cover

letters (Appendix B) used in this study were designed to

meet the criteria for meilout questionnaires as suggested

by Best, 1959; Borg & Gall, 1971; DuVall, 1973; Furno, 1966;

Levine & Gordon, 1958; Good, 1959; and Mouly, 1963. Items

1-11 and 22-24 were designed to collect general background

information concerning: age, sex, years of teaching exper-

ience, where presently teaching or reason for not teaching

at present, educational background, type of degree pro-

gram(s) completed through I.U.S.B., date degree(s) were

received, number of hours completed through the I.U.S.B.

Division of Education and type of teaching certificate held.

Items 12-21 were used to obtain an evaluation of-the follow-

ing aspects of the I.U.S.B. Division of Education teacher

education program: introductory courses Introduction to

Teaching (F100) and Human Development and Learning (P280),

methods courses, field experiences other than student

teaching, student teaching (adequacy of professional prep-

aration, university supervisor, supervising teacher, and

appropriateness of school situation), instruction in gen-

eral, and program advising services.



Closed form type questions were used to secure cat-

egorized data; the set of response choices for ee h item

was mutually exclusive and exhaustive. Respondents were

invited to make additional comments throughout the ques-

tionnaire. A representative sample of these comments may

be found in Appendix C. The entire set of completed ques-

tionnaires was retained and may he examined in the I.U.S.B.

Library.

Statistical Design. The responses to items 12-21

were submitted to a Chi square analysis with:

E
1
= Number of "Outstanding" responses expected = °Total

3

E2 = Number of "Good" rekponses expected =°Total

3

E
3
= Number of "Fair" and "Poor" responses

expected = °Total
3

Whem signiicant effects occurred visual examination

indicated whether the data were skewed in a positive di-

rection (toward "Outstanding") or in a negative direction

(toward "Fair/Poor").

Subjects. The entire set of I.U.S.B. Division of

Education graduates from 1967-1972 comprised the subjects

for this study. There was a total of 860 persons in this

set.
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Procedure

The specific objectives and subjects for this study

were determined, then the instrument and letters of trans-

mittal were designed. These were then tested with a small

number of subjects and revised appropriately. The instru-

ments were coded in order to determine which graduates had

responded to the first mailing. The first mailing included

a letter of transmittal, the instrument, and a stamped,

addressed return envelope. A second mailing was made five

weeks after the first. This mailing differed from the

first in that the letter of transmittal was different and

that ',this mailing involved only those graduates who had not

responded to the first mailing.

Reliability. The reliability of ,items 1,2, and was

checked using data available in graduate files for a

small random sample (3%) of the respondents.

Analysis of data. Every item from 1 through 11 was

crossed with every item from 12 through 24. In addition,

items 1,2, and 3 were each crossed with items 6 and 10,

items 5 and 6 were each crossed with item 10 and item 7

was crossed with item 8. The resulting matrices summar-

ized frequency count, percent of row, percent of column,

and percent of total for each cell formed by the crossing

of any two items. The data were summarized with and with-

out missing data. Chi square was used to determine whether
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observed distribution of respondents was significantly

different from the expected distribution for items 12-21.

Where significant differences were found, visual

examination was used to determine whether the data were

skewed in a positive or in a negative direction.

Only selected portions of the total set of data are

presented in this paper. The complete set of data is re-

tained in the I.U.S.B. Library and may be examined upon

request.
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CHAPTER III

Results

Responses were received from 455 graduates (52.9%)

on the first mailing. An additional 182 responses (21.2%)

were received al a result of the second mailing. This

total of 637 responses represented 74.1% of the 1967-1972

I.U.S.B. Division of Education graduates.

General Background Information

Tables 1 -]1 summarize the general background informa-

tion collected through this study. These data are pre-

sented in the form of frequency count and percent of row

for each cell in the matrix under discussion. No statis-

tical analysis was done on these data.
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TABLE 5

School District in Which Teaching Respondents Were Employed

% of Total

South Bend Community Schools 135 29.7

Mishawaka School District 39 8.6

Elkhart 51 11.2

Penn-Harris-Madison 30 6.6

Indiana, other than above 153 33.6

Outside Indiana 47 10.3

Column Total 455 100.0
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TABLE 8

IUSI3 Undergraduate program completed by reason not teaching

No desire
Unable to
get job

Chose
to work
outside
education

Chose to
work in
education
outside Row
teachin Total

Elem 46 47 6 3 102
45.1 46.1 5.9 2.9 70.3

Sec. 14 24 5 0

32.6 55.8 11.6 0.0 29.7

Column 60 71 11 3 1/45
Total 41.4 49.0 7.6 2.1 100.0
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TABLE 10

Number of Hours Completed through I.U.S.B.
Division of Education for Graduate Degree

Number Percent

None 157 24.6

1 - 6 72 11.3

7 - 12 43 6.8

13 - 18 44 6.9

19 - 24 29 4.6

25 - 30 55 8.6

31 - 36 149 23.4

37 + 30 4.7

No response 58 9.1

Column Total 637 100.0

17
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Evaluation of Teacher Education Program

Table 12 summarizes the ratings of instruction re-

ceived while taking courses thrcugh Division of

Education by graduate and undergraduate programs completed.

The data are presented by frequency count and percent of

row for each cell.

Table 13 summarizes the ratings of program advising

received while taking courses through I.U.S.B. Division

of Education by graduate and undergraduate programs com-

pleted. The data are presented by frequency count and

percent of row for each cell.

Table 14 summarizes the ratings for instruction

and program advising. The null hypothesis was rejected

(p 1(.001) for both the ratings of instruction and program

advising. Visual inspection revealed that the data were

skewed toward Fair/Poor.
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Introductory courses. Table 15 summarizes the re-

sponses to the rating of Introduction to Teaching (F100)

undergraduate program completed through I.U.S.B. Div-

ision of Education. Table 16 summarizes the responses

to the rating of Human Development and Learning (P280)

by undergraduate program completed through I.U.S.B. Div-

ision of Education. The data on both tables are presented

as frequency count and percent of row for each cell.

A summary of the ratings for the introductory courses,

F100 and P280, is presented in Table 19. The null hy-

pothesis was rejected (p <.001) for'the ratings of both

courses. Visual inspection revealed that the data were

skewed toward Fair/Poor.

Methods courses. A summary of the responses to the

rating of methods courses by undergraduate program completed

through I.U.S.B. Division of Education is presented in

Table 17. The data are presented as frequency count and

-lercent of row for each cell. Table 19 presents a summary

of the ratings for the methods courses. The null hy-

pothesis was rejected (p.<.001). Visual inspection re-

vealed that the data were skewed toward Fair/Poor.

Field experiences other than student teaching. Table 18

summarizes the responses to the rating of field experiences

other than student teaching by undergraduate program com-

pleted through the I.U.S.B. Division of Education. The

data are presented as frequency count and percent of row

for each cell. A summary of the ratings for field experiences
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other than student teaching is contained in Table 19.

The null hypothesis was rejected (p< .001) for this rating.

The data were skewed toward Fair/Poor.

Student Teaching. Tables 20, 21, 22 and 23 summarize

the responses for the rating of adequacy of professional

preparation for student teaching, university supervisor,

supervising teacher, and appropriateness of school situation,

respectively. The data are presented as frequency count

and percent of row for each cell. A summary of the ratings

far these four aspects of student teaching appears in

Table 24.

The null hypothesis was rejected (p<.001) for the

rating of adequacy of professional preparation with the data

skewed toward Fair/Poor. The null hypothesis was rejected

(p <.05) for the rating of the university supervisor with

the data skewed toward Fair/Poor. The null hypothesis was

rejected (p <.001) for the rating of the supervising teacher

with the data skewed toward Outstanding. The null hypo-

thesis was rejected (p <.001) for the rating of appro-

priateness of the school situation with the data skewed

toward Outstanding.
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TABLE 20

Summary of Ratings of Adequacy of Professional Preparation
for Student Teaching by Undergraduate Program Completed at IUSB

Elementary I

Secondary I

Column Total I

Outstanding Good Fair Poor Row Total

80 167 6L 16 327
24.5 51.1 19.6 4.9 80.1

12 43 20 6 81
14.8 53.1 24.7 7.4 19.9

92 210 84 22 408

22.6 51.5 20.6 5.4 100.0
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TABLE 21

Summary of Ratings of University Supervisor for Student Teaching
by Undergraduate Program Completed at IUSB

Outstanding Good Fair Poor Row Total

Elementary 94 129 70 32 325
28.9 39.7 21.5 9.8 80.1

Secondary 17 32 20 12 81
21.0 39.5 24.7 14.8 19.9

Column Total 111 161 90 44 406
27.3 39.7 22.2 10.8 100.0
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TABLE 22

Summary of Ratings of Supervising Teacher for Student Teaching
by Undergraduate Program Completed at IUSB

Outstandin Good Fair Poor Row Total

Elementary 157 112 37 22 328
47.9 34.1 11.3 6.7 80.2

Secondary 37 29 11 4 81
45.7 35.8 13.6 4.9 19.5

Column Total 194 141 48 26 409
47.4 34.5 11.7 6.4
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TABLE 23

Summary of Ratings of Appropriateness of School Situation for
Student Teaching by Undergraduate Program Completed at IUSB.

Elementary

Secondary

Column Total

Outstanding Good Fair Poor Row Total

106 184 26 10 326
32.5 56.4 8.0 3.1 80.3

31 40 4 5 80
38.8 50.0 5.0 6.3 19.7

137 224 30 15 406
33.7 55.2 7.4 3.7
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CHAPTER IV

Discussion

These results apply only to the I.U.S.B. Division

of Education graduates from 1967 through 1972; therefore,

extrapolation to I.U.S.B. graduates in general is inap-

propriate.

Other limitations of the study include: a small N

for graduates of the secondary and special education programs,

lack of a validity check on the instrument used, lack of

information regarding the nonrespondents, a typographical

error on the instrument*, and the difficulty involved in

determining the meaning of "no response" to various items

on the questionnaire.

Within the above limitations, the following results

may be interesting to the reader.

General Information Results

1. Approximately two-thirds of the Division of

Education graduates (DEG) were age 34 or under; about 44%

were between the ages of 25 and 34.

2. Approximately 67% of the DEG received under-

graduate degrees; four-fifths of these undergraduate

degrees were in elementary education, the remainder in

secondary education.

*Responses four and five for item one were not mutually
exclusive.
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3. The majority (94.6%) of DEG who received graduate

degrees completed the elementary program, the remainder

completed the special education program. Approximately

41% of the DEG received graduate degrees from I.U.S.B.

Division of Education.

4. While none of those who completed the secondary

undergraduate program went on to complete a graduate

degree at I.U.S.B., 50 (7.9% of total DEG) elementary

undergraduates went on to complete their graduate degrees

through I.U.S.B. Division of Education (46 in elementary,

4 in special education).

5. Approximately three-fourths (73%) of the DEG

had five years or less of teaching experience.

6. Female DEG outnumber male DEG by about 5 to 1;

this ratio was higher for elementary undergraduates (7.5:1)

and lower for secondary undergraduates (1.7:1). The ratio

of females to males for graduate elementary degrees was

4.7:1 and 13:1 for special education.

7. Almost 90%, of the DEG who were teaching were

employed in Indiana; 29.7%, were employed, by the South

Bend School Corporation. Mishawaka, Elkhart and Penn-

Harris-Madison school districts employed 25.7% of the

teaching DEG. Approximately one third (33.6%) of the

teaching DEG were employed in Indiana but outside these

districts.
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8. Approximately 63% of the DEG had experience

teaching in an elementary self-contained classroom while

.5% had experience as an administrator.

9. Approximately 57% of the DEG had not completed

their graduate degree although 31% had completed hours

beyond their undergraduate degree.

10. More than one-third (36.4%) of the DEG had com-

pleted their graduate degree. An additional 5.6% (35)

had completed hours beyond this degree. Of this latter

group, two had completed the doctorate degree.

11. Provisional teaching certificates were held by

397 (63.4%) of the DEG while 189 (30.2%) hold professional

certificates. No certificate was held by at least 40 (6.4%)

of the DEG.

12. Of the DEG who had received their undergraduate

degrees during 1967-1972 and who were not employed as

teachers, 46.7% had no desire to teach at the present

time while 44% were unable to get a job teaching. Smaller

numbers (7.3%) chose to work outside education or in edu-

cation outside of teaching (2%).

13. The percentage of DEG (not teaching at present)

who were unable to get a job as a teacher was 6.3% for

those who received their undergraduate degree in 1969,

31.3% for 1970, 50% for 1971 and 63% for 1972.

14. "No desire to teach at present time" was the

reason given for not teaching by 145.1% DEG in undergraduate

elementary education and 32.6% of the undergraduate secondary
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education DEG. "Unable to get a job" was the reason'

given by 46.1% of the elementary undergraduates who were

not teaching; 55.8% of the secondary undergraduate gave

this response.

Evaluation of Teacher Education Program Results

1. DEG rated the instruction they receive. while

taking courses through I.US.B. Division of Education sig-

nificantly different (p c .001) from what was expected.

The observed rating was more negative than was expected.

2. DEG rated the program advising they received

while taking courses through I.U.S.B. Division of Education

significantly different (p<.001) from what was expected.

The observed rating was more negative than was expected.

50.4% rated program advising as fair or poor.

3. The introductory courses, F100 and P280,

were rated significantly different (p <.001) from what

was expected. The observed ratings were more negative

than what was expected. It should be pointed out here that,

in most cases, these courses were taken two or more years

ago. The courses as they exist now are substantially

different from those evaluated by this study.

4. The methods courses were rated significantly

different (p <.001) from what was expected. The observea

ratings were more negative than what was expected.

5. Field experiences other than st-dent teaching

were rated significantly different (p<.001) from what was

expected. The observed ratings were more negative than what

was expected.
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6. D.E.B. rated the adequacy of their professional

preparation for student teaching significantly different

(p (.001) from what was expected. The observed ratings

were slightly more negative than was expected.

7. The university supervisor for student teaching

was rated significantly different (p<.05) from what

was expected. The observed ratings were more

negative than was expected.

8. The supervising teacher for student teaching

was rated significantly different (p4(.001) from what

was expected.

9. Appropriateness of the school situation for

student teaching was rating significantly different

(p<.001) from what was expected. The observed ratings

were more positive than was expected.



CHAPTER V

Conclusions

This study has resulted in more data being avail-

able concerning Division of Education graduates than has

been available up to this time. In most cases the data

supported commonly accepted assumptions. The importance

of keeping these data current cannot be overemphasized

for many are a function of time.

The evaluation data will serve primarily as a base-

line against which the effect of Division changes since

1972 can be measured. This evaluation is merely one

phase of a broader and more intensive evaluation now in

process in the I.U.S.B. Division.
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DIVIAION OP .3DUCATION
ETICIAL EDUCATION

INDIANA UNIVERSITY at SOUTH BEND
1333 NORTNIUDIL DOULEVARD

SOUTH SSND. INDIANA 46615

11120

1970

March 30, 1973

117

TEL. NO. 2I 11--252 -234 I

Dear I.U.S.B. Graduate:

Enclosed you will find a questionnaire designed to
evaluate our teacher education program. As an I.U.S.B.
graduate, you are in an excellent position to provide this
evaluation. Since you are the only source from which we
can obtain this type of data, we need, and would appreciate,
your assistance. Therefore, we are asking you to please
complete the enclosed form and return to the Division of
Education at I.U.S.B. by April 20th. Your anonymity will
be perserved throughout this survey. This information
and any additional comments you make will be most helpful
for us as we develop future programs.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Gratefully,

Judith A. Redwine, Ph.D.
,Coordinator of Professional Education

JAR/go
enclosure



HIVIStoN 01. 1.111.f:ATION

INDIANA UNIVERSITY at SOUTH BEND 48
1825 NORTHSIDE 8010.1iVARO

SOUTH IIENI). INDIANA 41,615
Tow..

TEL. NO. ? ? R ?

May 4, 1973

Dear I.U.S.B. Graduate:

Several weeks ago you received a question-
naire which was part of an evaluation of our
teacher education program. Since you, as an
I.U.S.B. graduate, can contribute valuable in
formation to this evaluation process, we are
anxious for your contribution to this effort.
As of this date, we have not yet received your
completed questionnaire. We have enclosed an-
other in the event you might have misplaced
the earlier form. Please complete this form
and return it by May 25th. Your cooperation
in this effort to improve our teacher education
program will be appreciated.

JAR:br
Enc.

Gratefully,

udith A. Redwine, Ph.D.
Coordinator of Professional

Education



"e

Appendix C is contained

in a separate volume.
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